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CONSUMER  PRODUCT  SAFETY 
COMMISSION 

16  CFR  Ch.  II 

Chain  Saws  and  Their  Components 
and  Repiacement  Parts;  Proceeding  To 
Deveiop  a  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Standard 

agency:  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission. 

ACTION:  Notice  of  proceeding  to  develop 
a  proposed  consumer  product  safety 
standard. 

SUMMARY:  The  Commission  begins  the 
development  of  a  proposed  consumer 
product  safety  standard  for  chain  saws, 
and  their  components  and  replacement 
parts,  that  would  reduce  the  risk  of 
injury  to  consumers  caused  by  kickback. 
Kickback  occurs  when  the  moving  chain 
at  the  tip  of  the  guide  bar  contacts  an 
object  or  when  the  moving  chain  is 
pinched  in  the  cut.  The  Commission  has 
determined  that  it  is  more  expeditious 
for  the  Commission  to  develop  this 
proposed  standard  itself  than  for 
interested  parties  outside  the 
Commission  to  develop  the  proposed 
standard  and  solicits  comment  on  this 
issue  for  a  second  time.  The  Commission 
also  solicits  participation  in  the 
standard  development  proceeding  by 
interested  persons  outside  the 
Commission,  and  will  contribute  to  the 
costs  of  participation  for  some  persons 
who  qualify  for  funding. 

DATES:  Persons  who  wish  to  comment 
on  the  Commission's  determination  to 
develop  the  standard  itself  should 
submit  their  comments  by  Jime  10, 1981. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  submit  an 
existing  standard  or  part  of  an  existing 
standard  to  the  Commission  for 
consideration  for  proposal  as  the 
consumer  product  safety  standard 
should  submit  the  existing  standard  by 
June  10, 1981. 

Persons  interested  in  participating  in 
the  development  of  the  standard  should 
notify  the  Commission's  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  preferably  by  June  30, 1981. 
Persons  who  wish  to  request  funding  to 
enable  them  to  participate  are  requested 
to  submit  the  information  to  support 
their  request  by  June  3, 1981,  so  that  the 
requests  may  be  considered  before  the 
first  meeting  of  the  public  participants. 
Although  requests  for  funding  may  be 
submitted  at  any  time  during  the 
development  process,  will  not  be 
approved  for  participation  that  takes 
place  before  the  Commission  considers 
the  funding  request. 

Persons  who  have  information  that 
would  be  helpful  to  the  Commission  in 
the  development  of  the  standard  are 


also  requested  to  submit  the  information 
to  the  Commission  by  June  30, 1981. 
Information  that  is  submitted  after  that 
time  will  also  be  considered  if 
practicable. 

The  Commission  has  specified  that 
the  development  period,  which  is  the 
period  of  time  that  the  Commission 
allots  to  develop  the  provisons  of  a 
proposed  standard  and  to  prepare  the 
standard  for  publication  as  a  proposed 
standard,  shall  be  until  July  31, 1982.  The 
Commission  may  extend  the 
development  period  by  publishing  a 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  providing 
reasons  for  the  extension.  If  the 
Commission  does  not  publish  a 
proposed  standard  within  45  days  after 
the  end  of  the  development  period,  it 
will  publish  a  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  specifying  the  time  period 
within  which  either  (1)  the  proposed 
standard  will  be  published  or,  (2)  the 
proceeding  will  be  terminated. 
ADDRESSES:  Submissions  should  be 
addressed  to  the  Secretary,  Consumer 
Product  Safety  Commission,  3rd  Floor, 
1111 18th  Street,  N.W.,  Washington,  D.C. 
20207.  Copies  of  all  materials  which  the 
Commission  has  concerning  this 
proceeding  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 

For  information  on  the  standard 
development  proceeding,  contact  Carl 
Blechschmidt,  Office  of  Program 
Management,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission,  Washington,  D.C.  20207 
phone  (301)  492-6557.  For  information  on 
fimding,  contact  Barbara  Rosenfeld, 
Office  of  Public  Participation,  Office  of 
the  Secretary,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission,  Washington,  D.C.,  20207 
phone  (202)  634-7700. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

A.  The  Risk  of  Injury 

In  1978,  approximately  100,000 
persons  required  medical  attention  after 
they  were  injured  by  chain  saws.  An 
estimated  23,000  of  these  injuries 
occurred  when  the  user  experienced  a 
phenomenon  known  as  “kickback”, 
which  is  a  sudden  and  potentially 
violent  rearward  and/or  upward 
movement  of  the  chain  saw  that  can  be 
caused  by  interference  with  the 
movement  of  the  chain.  This  sudden  and 
often  unexpected  kickback  can  propel 
the  moving  saw  chain  into  contact  with 
the  operator,  often  with  serious  results. 

The  Commission  estimates  that  the 
actual  cost  of  kickback  injuries  in  1979, 
not  including  any  value  of  pain  and 
suffering,  was  $24  million. 

A  chain  saw  is  a  familiar  tool  in 
which  a  number  of  cutting  elements  are 
linked  into  a  chain  that  is  driven  around 


the  outer  edge  of  a  guide  bar  by  a 
powerhead  that  incorporates  a  gasoline 
engine  or  electric  motor. 

The  Commission  staff  estimates  that 
of  the  chain  saws  in  use,  15  percent  are 
electrically  powered,  and  the  remainder 
are  gasoline  powered.  Forty-five  percent 
of  all  chain  saws  have  engine 
displacements  of  2.5  cubic  inches  or 
less,  25  percent  have  displacements  over 
2.5  but  not  over  3.5  cubic  inches,  10 
percent  have  displacements  over  3.5  but 
not  over  4.2  cubic  inches,  and  the 
remaining  5  percent  of  saws  have 
displacements  over  4.2  cubic  inches. 

The  number  of  saws  in  use  is 
estimated  to  have  been  about  15  million 
in  1978,  and  it  is  estimated  that  the 
number  of  saws  in  use  will  expand  to 
about  18  million  in  1982.  The 
Commission's  staff  estimates  the  chain 
saw  market  is  approaching  saturation 
and  that  increases  after  1982  will  be 
perhaps  2  to  4  percent  each  year.  The 
average  life  of  chain  saws  in  consumer 
use  is  believed  to  be  about  6  years,  and 
10  to  15  percent  of  the  saws  sold  may  be 
used  for  commercial  purposes.  However, 
at  least  for  saws  under  3.8  cubic  inch 
displacement,  consumer  use 
predominates  in  any  particular  category 
of  saws.  A  major  saw  chain 
manufacturer  estimates  that  one  in 
every  5.5  U.S.  households  owns  a  chain 
saw. 

The  staffs  data  indicate  that  3.7 
million  chain  saws  were  shipped  by 
manufacturers  in  the  United  States  in 
1979,  compared  to  2.3  million  in  1970. 

The  Commission's  staff  estimates  that 
there  are  about  a  dozen  chain  saw 
manufacturers  with  manufacturing 
facilities  in  the  United  States  and  a 
similar  number  of  manufacturers  who 
import  saws  manufactured  outside  the 
U.S.  The  5  largest  manufacturers  of 
gasoline  powered  saws  account  for  over 
80  percent  of  the  gasoline  saws  sold, 
while  the  top  3  manufacturers  of  electric 
saws  in  1977  accounted  for  over  80 
percent  of  unit  sales. 

As  noted  above,  kickback  is  the 
sudden  and  potentially  violent  rearward 
and/or  upward  movement  of  the  chain 
saw  that  can  be  caused  by  sudden 
interference  with  the  movement  of  the 
chain.  This  interference  can  be  caused 
by  the  chain  striking  the  wood  or  other 
object  on  the  top  quadrant  of  the  tip  of 
the  chain  guide  bar  (nose  tip  kickback) 
or  by  the  chain  on  the  top  of  the  bar 
binding  in  the  cut  or  hitting  an  unusually 
hard  portion  of  the  wood  or  other 
obstruction  (pinch  kickback).  This 
interference  with  the  movement  of  the 
chain  transfers  the  energy  that  is  driving 
the  chain  into  a  movement  of  the  entire 
saw,  causing  the  bar  tip  to  move  back 
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and/or  up  so  fast  that  the  operator  may 
be  struck  by  the  moving  chain, 
frequently  in  the  face,  neck,  or  throat 
area.  The  great  majority  of  kickback 
accidents  are  believed  to  be  caused  by 
the  chain  striking  the  wood  or  another 
object  in  the  upper  quadrant  at  the  tip  of 
the  bar.  This  type  of  kickback  is  caused 
by  a  tendency  for  parts  of  the  chain  to 
catch  or  dig  into  the  wood  as  the  links 
travel  around  the  radius  at  the  end  of 
the  bar. 

The  Commission  conducted  a  special 
survey  of  chain  saw  kickback  injuries 
reported  through  the  National  Electronic 
Injury  Surveillance  System  (NEISS) 
during  1977  and  1978.  The  survey 
revealed  that  approximately  5  percent  of 
the  kickback  injuries  were  associated 
with  electric-powered  chain  saws,  85 
percent  were  associated  with  gasoline- 
powered  chain  saws  having 
displacements  of  4.2  cubic  inches  or 
less,  and  10  percent  were  associated 
with  other  chain  saws. 

From  investigations  of  a  sample  of 
injuries  from  chain  saws,  the 
Commission’s  staff  estimates  that  39 
percent  of  kickback  injuries  are  caused 
by  gasoline  powered  saws  having  a 
cubic  inch  displacement  (CID]  of  2.5  or 
less,  31  percent  by  saws  having  a  CID  of 
2.6  to  3.5, 15  percent  by  saws  having  a 
CID  of  3.6  to  4.2,  and  3  percent  by  saws 
having  a  CID  over  4.2.  Bow-type  saws 
account  for  7  percent  of  the  reported 
kickback  injuries. 

B.  What  Can  Be  Done  About  Kickback 

A  munber  of  devices  have  been 
developed  in  attempts  to  reduce  the  risk 
of  kickback  occurring  or  to  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  injiuy  if  it  occurs.  For 
example,  one  way  to  help  prevent  nose 
tip  kickback  is  to  provide  a  guard  to 
cover  the  chain  at  the  upper  quadrant  of 
the  tip  of  the  blade,  thereby  protecting 
the  chain  from  contact  in  this  area.  The 
Commission’s  staff  estimates  that 
providing  a  nose  tip  guard  would  add 
about  $1.00  to  the  retail  price  of  a  saw. 

Another  mechanism  that  the  data 
indicate  may  provide  protection  is  a 
chain  brake  intended  to  stop  the  chain 
when  kickback  occurs.  The  chain  brake 
is  generally  actuated  by  contact  of  the 
operator’s  hand  with  a  hand  guard  as 
the  saw  moves  back,  although  some 
types  of  chain  brakes  are  actuated 
automatically  by  an  inertial  sensing 
device.  Some  chain  brakes  are  designed 
to  stop  the  chain  in  0.1  seconds  or  less. 
In  addition,  operation  of  the  chain  brake 
is  believed  to  reduce  the  efrect  on  the 
saw  of  the  energy  developed  during 
kickback.  Providing  a  chain  brake  could 
add  $8.00  to  the  retail  price  of  a  saw. 

A  hand  guard  alone  can  also  provide 
significant  protection  against  hand 


injuries  associated  with  kickback  and 
other  types  of  accidents.  A  hand  guard 
could  add  $1  to  $2  to  the  retail  price  of  a 
saw. 

There  are  also  features  that  can  be 
provided  in  the  design  of  the  saw  chain 
or  guide  bar  that  will  reduce  the  energy 
developed  during  kickback  if  it  occurs. 

There  are  a  number  of  chain  designs 
intended  to  reduce  the  degree  of 
kickback  that  can  occur  when  contact 
takes  place  at  the  tip  of  the  bar.  The 
cutting  link  usually  includes  a  “depth 
gauge’’  which  partially  shields  the 
cutting  element  so  it  will  not  dig  in  too 
deeply.  Chain  designs  used  to  minimize 
kickback  include  (1)  guard  links  to 
partially  shield  the  depth  gauge  and 
cutting  element,  (2)  modifrcation  of  the 
shape  or  contour  of  the  depth  gauge,  (3) 
mo^frcation  of  the  overall  shape  and 
dimensioning  of  the  cutter,  and  (4) 
combinations  of  the  above.  Use  of  these 
low-kick  chain  designs  should  add  little, 
if  anything,  to  the  price  of  a  saw. 

It  has  also  been  found  that  reducing 
the  radius  of  curvature  at  the  end  of  the 
guide  bar  will  reduce  the  energy 
developed  during  kickback  as  the  chain 
travels  around  the  nose  of  the  guide  bar. 
Two  basic  approaches  can  be  used  to 
produce  a  low  kick  guide  bar  by 
reducing  the  radius  of  curvature  at  the 
nose.  One  is  to  reduce  the  total  width  of 
the  guide  bar,  at  least  as  it  approaches 
the  nose.  This  produces  either  a 
narrower  overall  guide  bar  or  a  tapered 
guide  bar.  In  either  case,  both  symmetry 
and  a  smaller  nose  radius  are  obtained. 
Symmetry  is  significant  since  guide  bar 
service  life  can  be  extended  by  turning 
the  guide  bar  when  the  guide  bar  rails 
show  uneven  wear.  A  second  approach 
is  to  reduce  the  radius  of  the  upper  half 
of  the  guide  bar  nose.  This  creates'  an 
asymmetrical  or  “banana  nose’’  guide 
bar.  Asymmetrical  guide  bars  are 
currently  available  and/or  supplied  as 
original  equipment  with  some  chain 
saws.  Use  of  these  low-kick  reduced 
radius  bar  designs  could  add  $1  to  the 
price  of  a  saw. 

Preliminary  data  show  that 
combinations  of  low-kick  chains  and 
low-kick  guide  bars  provide  greater 
reductions  in  the  amount  of  kickback 
energy  produced  than  either  featrire 
alone. 

C.  Background  to  the  Proceeding 

By  a  letter  dated  March  21, 1977,  John 
Purtle,  Esq.,  of  Batesville,  Arkansas, 
petitioned  the  Commission  (Petition  CP 
77-10)  to  begin  proceedings  under 
section  7  of  the  Consumer  Product 
Safety  Act  (CPSA)  to  develop  a 
mandatory  consumer  product  safety 
standard  to  “minimize  and  prevent 
chain  saw  kickback.’’  Mr.  Purtle 


suggested  that  every  chain  saw 
incorporate  “a  chain  saw  brake,  a  nose- 
tip  guard,  a  kill  switch  or  other  safety 
device.” 

While  the  Commission’s  stafr  was 
evaluating  this  petition,  the  Chain  Saw 
Manufacturers  Association  (CSMA) 
recommended  that  the  petition  be 
denied  on  the  ground  that  a  mandatory 
standard  was  not  needed  because  the 
industry  was  taking  significant 
voluntary  steps  to  address  the  chain 
saw  kickback  hazard.  CSMA  estimated 
that  50  to  60  percent  of  the  saws  being 
sold  at  that  time  already  contained 
some  type  of  kickback  protection.  The 
industry  expected  the  American 
National  Standiu^s  Institute  (ANSI)  to 
approve  an  interim  design  standard  by 
February,  1978.  The  interim  voluntary 
standard  (ANSI  B  175.1),  which  was 
published  in  April,  1980,  would  require 
gasoline  chain  saws  to  incorporate  such 
protection  as  a  nose-tip  guard,  a  chain 
brake,  a  low-kick  chain,  or  a  low-kick 
guide  bar.  CSMA  said  that  the 
technology  to  define  kickback  in  terms 
of  a  performance  standard  did  not  exist, 
but  CSMA  estimated  that  a  test  method 
could  be  developed  and  performance 
requirements  drafted  in  approximately 
years. 

In  December,  1977,  CSMA  proposed  a 
joint  18  month  effort  with  the 
Commission  to  develop  a  voluntary 
performance  standard.  The  Commission 
directed  the  staff  to  study  the  proposal 
to  determine  whether  it  appeared  to 
provide  the  most  expeditious  and  cost 
effective  strategy  for  reducing  chain  saw 
kickback  injuries. 

Subsequently,  the  Commission  denied 
the  petition  (43  FR  26103,  )une  16, 1978) 
and,  later  the  same  month,  formally 
agreed  to  participate  with  CSMA  in  a 
joint  effort  to  develop  a  voluntary 
performance  standard  to  reduce  chain 
saw  kickback  injuries.  The  joint  process 
involved  the  active  participation  of 
consumer,  industry,  and  government 
representatives  in  the  development  of 
testing  equipment  and  procedures,  study 
of  operator  interaction  with  the  saw, 
and  analysis  of  injury  data.  As  part  of 
the  process,  a  Standards  Review  Board 
was  charged  with  supervising  the  effort 
and  formulating  a  standard.  The  written 
agreement  specified  that  work  on  the 
standard  was  to  be  completed  by 
December  31, 1979. 

Much  sound  engineering  and 
analytical  work  was  accomplished  prior 
to  the  December  31, 1979,  expiration 
date  of  the  process.  However,  no 
requirements  were  drafted  by  any  of  the 
committees  operating  under  the  terms  of 
the  agreement.  On  December  11, 1979,  at 
the  final  Standards  Review  Board 
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meeting,  CSMA  presented  the  Standards 
Review  Board  with  a  document  CSMA 
characterized  as  a  “discussion  draft” 
consisting  of  performance  requirements 
for  chain  saws  and  backup 
documentation.  The  Board  did  not 
consider  the  draft  because  it  did  not 
believe  that  sufficient  information  to 
write  a  standard  had  been  developed. 

The  Board  recommended  that  CSMA 
ask  the  Commission  for  an  extension  of  ^ 
the  project.  In  a  letter  to  the 
Conunission,  CSMA  declined  to  request 
an  extension  because  CSMA  believed 
that  sufficient  information  was  available 
to  write  a  standard  and  supporting 
rationale. 

On  December  21, 1979,  CSMA 
submitted  the  same  draft  to  the 
Commission.  The  accompanying 
correspondence  from  CSMA  represented 
the  draft  as  being  both  “a  final  standard 
and  rationale”  and  a  draft  with 
sufficient  information  to  write  a 
supportable  proposal,  although 
“additional  work  on  correlation  would 
be  desirable." 

The  draft  standard  submitted  by 
CSMA  calls  for  using  a  specified  test 
apparatus  to  measure  the  maximum 
energy  generated  at  the  tip  of  the  chain 
bar  at  the  initial  moment  of  kickback.  A 
computer  model  then  translates  the 
maximum  energy  measurement  into  the 
angle  that  the  saw  would  rotate  toward 
an  operator.  In  making  this  translation, 
the  model  uses  (1)  the  energy 
measurement,  (2)  information  describing 
key  characteristics  of  the  saw  being 
tested,  (3)  an  equation  for  converting  the 
measured  total  energy  into  horizontal, 
vertical,  and  rotational  energy,  and  (4) 
formulas  intended  to  describe  the 
influence  of  the  operator’s  hands  on  the 
handle  during  kickback.  The  result  is  a 
“Derived  Angle  of  Rotation,”  which  is 
compared  to  acceptance  criteria  to 
determine  whether  the  saw  meets  or 
fails  the  requirements. 

The  acceptance  criteria  provided  that 
a  saw  was  acceptable  (1)  if  the  Derived 
Angle  of  Rotation  (DAR)  is  20  degrees  or 
less,  (2)  if  a  hand  guard  is  provided  and 
the  DAR  is  less  than  50  degrees,  or  (3)  if 
the  chain  stops  before  the  DAR  reaches 
50  degrees  and  the  ultimate  DAR  is  60 
degrees  or  less. 

The  Commission's  evaluation  of 
CSMA’s  draft  standard  and  rationale 
has  left  serious  doubts  that  the  standard 
as  submitted  would  adequately  reduce 
injuries  associated  with  chain  saws.  The 
following  specific  deficiencies  were 
identified. 

1.  The  portion  of  the  computer  model 
that  attempts  to  account  for  the  action  of 
the  operator’s  hands  on  the  saw  is  based 
on  an  unproven  assumption.  CSMA 
attempted  to  prove  the  assumption  by 


correlating  the  results  from  the  computer 
model  to  actual  tests  of  hand-held  saws 
during  kickback  situations.  However,  at 
the  time  CSMA  submitted  their  draft 
standard  to  the  Commission,  the  data 
intended  to  show  correlation  consisted 
of  tests  with  only  3  test  operators  and  2 
chain  saws,  and  this  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  computer  model  is 
applicable  to  all  saws.  Furthermore,  it 
was  not  established  that  the  hand-held 
tests  that  were  performed  related  to  the 
situation  where  kickback  occurs  with  an 
unsuspecting  user. 

2.  The  lack  of  a  method  to  determine 
the  angle  at  which  the  chain  would  stop, 
and  the  inability  of  the  model  to  predict 
the  angle  at  which  the  chain  stops, 
prevent  use  of  the  acceptance  criteria 
applicable  to  chain  brakes. 

3.  There  was  no  analysis  of  the 
sensitivity  of  the  computer  model  to 
variations  in  input  data.  The  model 
cannot  be  considered  valid  without 
investigating  the  effect  on  the  derived 
angle  of  rotation  of  variations  in  the 
data  used  to  compute  this  angle. 

4.  The  draft  standard  would  apply 
only  to  electric  saws  rated  at  12 
amperes  or  less  and  gasoline  saws  of  3 
cubic  inch  displacement  (CID)  and  less, 
whereas  the  Commission  has  data 
indicating  that  saws  up  to  at  least  4.2 
CID  are  used  regularly  by  consumers 
and  are  involved  in  kickback  injuries. 

These  deficiencies  caused  the 
Commission  to  conclude  preliminarily 
that  the  Commission  cannot  rely  solely 
on  the  voluntary  process  being 
conducted  by  CSMA  to  offer  adequate 
protection  for  the  public  fix>m  the  risk  of 
injury  associated  with  the  kickback  of 
chain  saws.  Furthermore,  since 
numerous  serious  injuries  continue  to 
occur  firom  kickback,  and  since  it 
appears  that  the  technology  to 
substantially  reduce  these  injuries  can 
be  incorporated  in  chain  saws  at  a 
reasonable  cost,  the  Commission 
preliminarily  concluded  that  the  risk  of 
kickback  injuries  associated  with  chain 
saws  is  unreasonable  and  that  a 
consumer  product  safety  standard  is 
necessary  to  reduce  or  eliminate  this 
unreasonable  risk.  (See  45  FR  62392; 
September  19, 1980.)  However,  if  a  valid 
voluntary  standard  applicable  to  a 
sufficient  number  of  consumer  saws  is 
developed  and  implemented  in  the 
future,  the  need  to  complete  the 
development  of  a  mandatory  standard 
could  be  reconsidered  at  that  time. 

A  packet  of  information  concerning  (1) 
the  specific  nature  of  the  risk  of  injury 
associated  with  chain  saw  kickbacks, 

(2)  the  basis  for  the  Commission’s 
determination  concerning  the  need  for  a 
mandatory  standard,  and  (3)  additional 
information  relating  to  the  development 


of  the  proposed  standard  by  the 
Commission  which  may  be  helpful  to 
potential  participants  or  other  interested 
persons  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  the  Secretary. 

D.  Development  of  the  Proposed 
Standard  by  the  Commission 

Under  section  7  of  the  Consumer 
Product  Safety  Act,  I?:  U.S.C.  2056,  a 
proposed  consumer  product  safety 
standard  may  generally  be  developed  in 
the  following  ways: 

1.  The  Commission  may  solicit  offers 
from  persons  or  organizations  outside 
the  Commission  to  develop  a 
recommended  standard.  Persons 
submitting  such  offers  are  referred  to  as 
“offerors,”  and  the  development  of 
reconunended  standards  in  this  manner 
is  called  the  “offeror  process.” 

2.  The  Commission  may  invite  persons 
or  organizations  outside  the  Commission 
to  submit  to  the  Commission  an  existing 
standard  which  could  be  proposed  as  a 
consumer  product  safety  standard. 

3.  The  Commission  may  publish  an 
existing  standard  or  combination  of 
existing  standards  as  a  proposed 
consumer  product  safety  standard. 

4.  The  Commission  may  develop  the 
proposed  standard  itself  if  the 
Commission  determines  that  it  is  “more 
expeditious”  than  development  by  the 
offeror  process. 

In  the  case  of  the  kickback  hazard 
associated  with  chain  saws,  the 
Commission  is  not  aware  of  any 
standard  issued,  adopted,  or  proposed 
by  any  Federal  department  or  agency  or 
by  any  other  qualified  agency, 
organization,  or  institution  that  would 
adequately  reduce  the  risk  and  could  be 
published  as  a  proposed  standard  by  the 
Commission.  However,  any  person 
(including  any  standards-writing 
organization,  trade  association, 
consumer  organization,  technical  or 
professional  society,  testing  laboratory, 
university  or  college  department, 
wholesale  or  retail  organization. 

Federal,  State,  or  local  government, 
engineering  or  research  and 
development  establishment,  ad  hoc 
association,  or  any  company  or  person) 
is  invited  to  submit  to  the  Commission 
by  June  10, 1981,  an  existing  standard  or 
combination  of  existing  standards  for 
consideration  as  the  proposed  consumer 
product  safety  standard.  The  existing 
standards  the  Conunission  knows  about 
are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  section  G 
of  this  notice. 

In  determining  whether  a  standard 
should  be  developed  by  the  Conunission 
itself  rather  than  through  the  offeror 
process,  the  Conunission  is  required  by 
section  7(b)(2)  of  the  Consumer  Product 
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Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C.  2056(b)(2),  to 
consider  the  following  factors. 

1.  The  nature  of  the  risk  of  injury 
associated  with  the  product 

2.  The  expertise  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  risk  of  injury. 

3.  The  expertise  of  the  Commission  in 
developing  consumer  product  safety 
standards. 

4.  The  resources  available  to  the 
Commission  and  the  priorities 
established  by  the  Commission. 

After  considering  these  factors,  the 
Commission  determined  that  it  would  be 
more  expeditious  for  the  Commission  to 
develop  this  standard  itself  rather  than 
by  the  offeror  process.  A  notice  of  this 
determination  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  September  18, 1980 
(45  FR  62392).  How  the  Commission 
determined  ^at  each  of  these  factors 
applies  to  the  development  of  a 
mandatory  safety  standard  for  chain 
saw  kickback  is  discussed  separately 
below: 

1.  The  nature  of  the  risk  of  injury 
associated  with  the  product.  As 
discussed  above,  the  risk  of  injury  to  be 
addressed  by  the  standard  is  contact 
between  the  saw  and  the  user  resulting 
from  the  rapid  upward  and/or  backward 
movement  of  the  chain  saw  when  there 
is  sufficient  interference  with  the 
movement  of  the  chain.  This  risk  of 
injury  was  studied  by  the  Commission’s 
staff  during  the  development  effort  that 
was  conducted  in  conjunction  with 
CSMA.  The  staff  has  analyzed  the 
incidents  that  have  been  reported  to  the 
Commission  and  is  fully  familiar  with 
the  details  of  these  incidents.  Therefore, 
the  Conunission’s  stafi  is  at  least  as 
qualified  as  any  offeror  to  analyze  and 
identify  the  nature  of  the  risk  of  injury 
associated  with  kickback  fixim  chain 
saws. 

2.  The  expertise  of  the  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  risk  of  injury.  As  a 
result  of  its  previous  analysis  of  this 
hazard  and  its  participation  in  the 
previous  voluntary  effort  to  develop  a 
standard,  the  Commission’s  staff  is  fully 
aware  of  all  aspects  of  the  risk  of  injury 
and  of  the  techniques  which  are  likely  to 
be  successful  in  reducing  the  risk.  Many 
of  the  groups  that  could  be  considered 
potential  offerors  would  have  to 
duplicate  much  of  what  the 
Commission’s  staff  has  already  done 
before  they  could  proceed  with  the 
development  of  a  standard.  Accordingly, 
the  Commission  believes  that  the  fact 
thaf  the  Commission  already  has  a  high 
degree  of  expertise  with  respect  to  the 
risk  of  injury  would  tend  to  make  it 
more  expeditious  for  the  standard  to  be 
developed  by  the  Commission  rather 
than  by  the  offeror. 


3.  The  expertise  of  the  Commission  in 
developing  consumer  product  safety 
standards.  The  Commission  has  issued 
four  consumer  product  safety  standards 
that  were  developed  under  section  7  of 
the  act.  As  a  resiilt  of  developing 
mandatory  safety  standards  under  the 
CPSA,  as  well  as  developing  standards 
imder  the  other  statutes  administered  by 
the  Commission,  the  Commission’s  staff 
has  acquired  considerable  expertise  in 
the  development  of  safety  standards. 

Furthermore,  in  relation  to  the 
development  of  this  particular  standard, 
the  Commission  already  has  a  CSMA 
test  device  for  measuring  kickback 
energy  installed  in  its  laboratory  and  is 
installing  another  device  that  has  been 
developed  to  measure  chain  saw 
kickback  angles.  These  devices  are 
needed  to  perform  testing  to  obtain  data 
for  the  development  of  a  standard. 

In  addition  to  the  development  of  the 
standard  itself,  before  a  standard  can  be 
promulgated  by  the  Commission,  the 
Commission  must  make  the  extensive 
findings  required  by  section  9  of  the  act 
relating  to  the  need  for,  and  impact  of, 
the  standard  and  must  provide 
substantial  evidence  showing  why  the 
requirements  of  the  standard  are 
reasonably  necessary  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  an  unreasonable  risk  of  injury 
associated  with  the  products.  Although 
an  offeror  could  draw  on  the  experience 
of  the  Commission  in  formulating 
section  9  findings,  an  offeror  cannot  be 
expected  to  be  as  familiar  with  this 
aspect  of  the  development  of  mandatory 
safety  standards  as  is  the  Commission’s 
staff. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  an  offeror 
would  have  to  become  familiar  with  the 
existing  information  relevant  to 
development  of  a  standard  addressing 
chain  saw  kickback  and  to  the 
formulation  of  section  9  findings,  and 
because  an  offeror  would  also  have  to 
obtain  and  calibrate  test  devices  for 
measuring  kickback  energy  and/or 
angles,  the  Commission  estimates  that  it 
would  take  an  offeror  12  to  18  months 
longer  than  the  Commission  to  develop 
a  recommended  standard.  This  estimate 
is  based  on  the  assumption  that  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  do  extensive 
rewriting  or  tec^cal  work  on  any 
standard  developed  by  an  offeror. 

Because  of  the  severe  risk  associated 
with  this  product,  the  Commission 
believes  diat  it  is  essential  that  a 
standard  be  developed  in  the  shortest 
possible  time  and  with  the  maximum 
likelihood  that  the  standard  that  is 
developed  will  be  suitable  for 
promuljgation  as  a  consumer  product 
safety  standard.  In  view  of  the  expertise 
of  the  staff  in  the  development  of  such 
standards  and  on  the  issue  of  chain  saw 


kickback,  the  Commission  concludes 
that  the  best  way  to  ensure  that  these 
goals  are  achieved  is  for  the 
Commission  to  develop  the  standard 
itself  rather  than  by  using  the  offeror 
process. 

4.  The  resources  available  to  the 
Commission  and  the  priorities 
established  by  the  Commission.  In  the 
case  of  a  chain  saw  standard 
development  proceeding,  it  is  likely  that 
an  bfferor  would  require  compensation 
from  the  Commission  for  performing  the 
work  needed  to  develop  a  standard. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  cannot 
conclude  that  the  offeror  process  would 
be  less  bmdensome  to  Commission 
resources  than  would  development  by 
the  Commission.  This  is  especially  true 
since  an  offeror  would  have  to  perform 
extra  work  in  becoming  familiar  with 
background  materials  and  in  acquiring 
suitable  test  equipment. 

In  addition,  as  explained  above,  an 
offeror  is  likely  to  t^e  12  to  18  months 
longer  to  develop  a  standard  than  would 
the  Commission. 

After  considering  the  factors 
discussed  above,  the  Commission 
determined  that  it  will  be  more 
expeditious  for  the  Commission  to 
develop  a  consumer  product  safety 
standaitl  for  chain  saws  itself  than  for  it 
to  develop  the  standard  by  an  offeror 
process. 

The  decision  for  the  Commission  to 
develop  this  standard  itself  does  not 
mean  that  the  Commission  will  not  use 
the  offeror  process  when  appropriate  in 
the  development  of  future  consumer 
product  safety  standards.  The  offeror 
process  can  be  a  useful  way  to  develop 
standards  with  the  expenditure  of  a 
minimum  of  staff  time.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  need  to  have  a  standard  in 
place  as  soon  as  possible  must  take 
precedence. 

The  Commission's  regulations 
governing  the  development  of  consumer 
product  safety  standards  by  the 
Commission  are  found  at  16  CFR  Part 
1105,  Subpcirt  C. 

E.  Response  to  Comments 

In  the  Federal  Register  of  September 
18, 1980  (45  FR  62392),  the  Commission 
published  a  notice  announcing  its 
determination  to  develop  a  standard 
itself  and  requesting  public  comment  on 
the  determination.  In  response  to  this 
Federal  Register  notice,  the  Commission 
received  36  comments.  Although  the 
Commission  is  not  required  by  the 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Act  to  reply  to 
these  comments,  an  explanation  of  the 
comments  and  the  Commission’s 
response  to  them  are  give  below. 
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Two  of  these  comments  specifically 
supported  the  Commission's 
determination  to  develop  the  standard 
itself.  Consumers  Union  (CU),  publisher 
of  Consumer  Reports,  agreed  with  the 
Commission’s  determination,  citing  the 
Commission’s  expertise  regarding  the 
hazard  of  chain  saw  kickback  and  the 
Commission’s  experience  with  the 
development  of  consumer  product  safety 
standards.  CU  also  stated  that,  in  view 
of  the  high  priority  that  should  be  placed 
on  the  development  of  this  standard,  it 
was  appropriate  to  use  Commission 
staff  resources  to  develop  this  standard. 

A  consumer  who  had  been  a 
participant  in  the  Chain  Saw 
Manufacturers  Association’s  and 
CPSC’s  effort  to  develop  a  voluntary 
standard  addressing  chain  saw  kickback 
also  supported  the  Commission’s 
determination  that  it  would  be  more 
expeditious  for  the  Commission  to 
develop  the  standard  itself. 

The  most  lengthy  comments  were 
supplied  by  CSMA.  In  the  portion  of  its 
comments  related  to  the  Conunission’s 
determination  to  develop  a  standard 
itself,  CSMA  states  that  the  fact  that  the 
Conunission  has  the  most  experience  in 
developing  mandatory  standards  under 
the  Consumer  Product  Safety  Act  and 
has  the  only  experience  in  formulating 
the  findings  required  by  section  9  of  the 
Act  should  “cany  no  weight  in  the 
determination  of  whether  the  agency 
should  develop  consumer  product  safety 
standards  without  resort  to  the  offeror 
process."  CSMA  contends  that  these 
factors  would  apply  to  any  proceeding 
and  their  “ritual  invocation”  would 
violate  an  alleged  Congressional  intent 
that  the  offeror  process  should  normally 
be  preferred. 

This  argument  by  CSMA  overlooks 
the  fact  that  in  the  statute  Congress 
specifically  provided  that  the 
Commission  must  consider  its  expertise 
in  developing  consumer  product  safety 
standards  in  deciding  whether  a 
standard  should  be  developed  by  the 
Commission  itself  or  throu^  the  offeror 
process.  15  U.S.C.  2056(b)(2].  However, 
this  is  only  one  of  the  factors  that  must 
be  considered.  In  this  case,  the 
Commission’s  considerable  expertise 
concerning  this  risk  of  injiuy  and  the 
very  high  priority  it  has  given  to  the 
development  of  a  chain  saw  standard 
combine  with  the  general  expertise  of 
the  Commission  concerning  mandatory 
standards  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Commission  should  develop  this 
standard  itself. 

CSMA  also  argues  that  the 
Commission’s  development  effort  will 
duplicate  work  already  done  by  the 
industry  during  the  “joint"  development 
effort  that  was  unsuccessfully 


concluded.  CSMA  suggests  that  the 
Commission  should  seek  offers  from 
other  parties  in  the  hope  that  such  offers 
may  “suggest  some  other  fruitful 
approach  to  the  problem  than  simply  to 
parallel  the  industry’s  effort.”  However, 
the  Commission  cannot  justify  adding  to 
the  delay  in  developing  a  standard  that 
has  already  been  occasioned  by  reliance 
on  the  industry’s  assurances  concerning 
the  development  of  a  voluntary 
standard.  'The  unspecified  and 
speculative  possibility  of  approaches 
that  have  not  occurred  either  to  the 
industry  or  the  Commission  can  hardly 
warrant  the  time-consuming  process  of 
soliciting  offers  and  evaluating  them 
before  the  Commission  begins  to 
develop  a  standard  itself.  As  noted 
below,  the  public  is  invited  to 
participate  with  the  Commission  in 
developing  the  standard,  and  any 
suggesUons  that  such  participants  make 
on  how  to  approach  the  hazard  of 
kickback  will  be  fully  considered. 

CSMA’s  other  conunents  did  not 
address  the  merits  of  whether  a 
standard  should  be  developed  by  the 
Commission  rather  than  by  the  offeror 
process.  However,  the  additional  CSMA 
comments  are  discussed  briefly  later. 

Two  CSMA  members  filed  separate 
comments  endorsing  the  CSMA 
comments  that  were  submitted. 

One  individual  commenter  questioned 
whether  the  Commission  had  sufficient 
expertise  to  develop  a  standard  that 
would  not  unduly  restrict  consumer 
choice  of  chain  saw  features.  However, 
as  explained  above,  the  Commission 
believes  its  staff  is  as  qualified  as  any 
likely  offeror  to  make  these 
determinations.  Furthermore,  the 
expertise  of  industry,  consumer  groups, 
and  other  interested  persons  will  be 
solicated  during  the  development  of  the 
standard. 

Another  individual  commented, 
disagreeing  with  the  “presumption”  that 
the  staff  had  greater  expertise  than 
“others  who  have  dealt  with  this 
problem.”  However,  the  previous  notice 
did  not  state  that  there  were  not  persons 
more  knowledgeable  than  the 
Commission’s  staff  about  various 
aspects  of  the  kickback  problem.  What 
the  earlier  notice  concluded  was  that  it 
would  be  more  expeditious  for  the 
Commission  to  develop  a  standard  itself 
than  for  an  offeror  to  do  so.  The 
expertise  of  interested  persons  outside 
the  Commission  can  be  drawn  on 
through  the  public  participation 
procedures  outlined  in  section  I  of  this 
notice. 

The  other  comments  that  were 
received  did  not  address  the  merits  of 
the  Commission’s  determination  to 


develop  a  standard  itself  rather  than  to 
rely  on  the  offeror  process. 

These  comments  need  not  be 
specifically  addressed  at  this  time  since 
these  issues  will  be  considered  in  the 
future  during  the  development  of  the 
standard.  These  comments  included  the 
following: 

1.  One  commenter  wrote  to  inform  the 
Commission  that  he  had  developed 
certain  unspecified  inventions 
addressing  kickback  and  possibly  other 
hazards. 

2.  Another  commenter  noted  that  only 
about  25  percent  of  accidents  associated 
with  chain  saws  are  reported  to  involve 
kickback  and  suggested  that  other  areas 
also  be  addressed,  such  as  fuel,  engine 
exhaust,  ventilation,  flammable  and 
inhaled  dust,  flying  particles,  falling 
objects,  working  at  elevated  positions, 
and  noise.  (The  Commission  notes, 
however,  that  kickback  is  the  largest 
single  identified  cause  of  chain  saw 
injuries.) 

3.  One  commenter  suggested  that  use 
of  a  particular  newly  developed  chain 
would  help  to  solve  the  kickback 
problem. 

4.  Another  commenter  expressed  the 
fear  that  a  standard  would  increase  the 
weight  and  cost  of  chain  saws  and 
expressed  the  belief  that  people  will 
continue  to  hurt  themselves  regardless 
of  whether  safety  features  to  protect 
them  are  incorporated  into  the  product. 

5.  CSMA  urged  the  Commission  to 
ensure  that  any  standard  it  might  issue 
shall  be  a  performance  standard  if 
feasible,  and  to  avoid  design 
requirements. 

6.  CSMA  noted  several  alleged 
procedural  deficiencies  with  the  Federal 
Register  notice  published  on  September 
18, 1980.  CSMA  implies  that  the 
Commission  has  not  consulted  “with 
such  interested  parties  as  the 
Commission  shall  deem  necessary” 
before  developing  a  standard  itself. 
However,  the  Commission’s  ongoing 
communications  with  representatives  of 
CSMA,  chain  saw  and  saw  chain 
manufacturers,  and  other  interested 
parties  have  provided  the  Commission 
with  the  diversity  of  opinion  that  it 
needed  to  consider  in  deciding  whether 
to  develop  the  standard  itself. 

CSMA  also  notes  that  the  Federal 
Register  notice  of  September  18, 1980, 
did  not  state  the  time  by  which  the 
Commission  expected  to  develop  a 
standard.  That  notice  was  intended  to 
give  interested  parties  as  much  notice  as 
possible  of  the  Commission’s 
determination  to  develop  a  standard.  At 
the  time  that  notice  was  issued,  the  staff 
had  not  formulated  a  detailed  estimate 
of  the  work  needed  for  the  development. 
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The  staff  now  estimates  that  a  standard 
can  be  developed  and  a  proposal 
prepared  by  July  31, 1982.  The 
Commission  agrees  that  this  information 
could  affect  the  comments  interested 
persons  might  like  to  submit  concerning 
the  Commission’s  determination  to 
develop  a  standard.  Therefore,  until 
June  10, 1981,  the  Commission  will 
accept  comments  on  this  or  any  other 
aspect  of  the  Commission’s 
determination  to  develop  a  standard 
itself.  However,  there  is  no  need  for 
previous  commenters  to  repeat  their 
earlier  comments. 

7.  Several  comments  were  received 
that  were  either  generally  in  favor  of  the 
standard  or  in  favor  of  a  standard  for 
saws  of  less  tha^  3  cubic  inch 
displacement. 

8.  Several  comments  were  received 
either  opposing  a  standard  or  opposing  a 
standard  applicable  to  “larger  saws’’  or 
to  saws  over  3,  3.5,  or  3.7  cubic  inch 
displacement  or  that  would  affect  the 
saws  used  by  professional  saw  users. 

9.  One  comment  suggested  that  chain 
saw  injuries  were  related  to  the 
consumption  of  alcohol. 

10.  Several  commenters,  including  the 
Managing  Editor  of  Chain  Saw  Age 
Magazine,  suggested  that  kickback 
injuries  should  be  addressed  primarily 
by  the  education  and  training  of  users.' 

11.  One  commenter  stated  that  users 
of  chain  saws  should  be  licensed. 

12.  One  commenter  advocated  the  use 
of  ballistic  nylon  pads  and  steel-toed 
shoes  worn  by  chain  saw  users  to 
protect  against  contact  with  the  saw 
chain. 

13.  Several  commenters  stated  that 
use  of  underpowered  saws  or  saws  with 
bars  that  are  too  short  contributes  to 
kickback  injuries. 

14.  Several  commenters  stated  that 
industry  was  already  working  on  the 
kickback  problem  and  that  safety 
features  are  being  voluntarily  adopted 
as  soon  as  they  become  available.  One 
commenter  contends  that  because  of 
this,  injury  reduction  estimates  based  on 
data  gathered  during  1977  and  1978 
would  be  invalid. 

15.  One  commenter  implies  that  the 
number  of  hospitals  reporting  to  the 
National  Electronic  Injury  Surveillance 
System  is  insufficient  to  provide  reliable 
statistical  sample. 

16.  One  commenter  opposed  a 
requirement  for  an  interlock  to  require 
two-handed  operation  as  being 
expensive,  requiring  a  nonessential 
maintenance  burden,  and  being  capable 
of  being  intentionally  disabled  by 
consumers  who  find  it  inconvenient. 

17.  CSMA  also  Hied  extensive 
comments  contending  that  it  was  not 
appropriate  to  initiate  a  mandatory 


standard  development  at  this  time.  The 
Commission’s  response  to  these 
arguments  is  given  below. 

CSMA  expressed  its  disagreement 
with  the  Conunission’s  conclusion  that 
the  results  from  the  earlier  joint  effort  to 
develop  a  voluntary  standard  had  been 
unsatisfactory.  Although  CSMA  admits 
that  additional  work  is  still  needed  on  a 
standard  that  was  originally  scheduled 
to  have  been  developed  over  a  year  ago, 
and  that  will  not  be  ready  to  propose  as 
a  voluntary  standard  until  later  this 
year,  CSMA  contends  that  it  fulfilled  its 
agreement  with  the  Commission  to 
develop  a  voluntary  standard.  Although 
the  Commission  would  agree  that  the 
joint  development  effort  was  only 
intended  to  develop  a  standard  that 
could  then  be  formally  introduced  into 
the  voluntary  ANSI  adoption  process, 
CSMA  has  yet  to  reach  this  stage  in  the 
standard’s  development.  (The 
Commission  staffs  specific  criticisms  of 
the  standard  developed  by  CSMA  are 
explained  in  section  C  of  this  notice.) 

CSMA  states  that  it  has  performed 
additional  testing  and  that  an  individual 
“has  begun”  analyzing  data  fit)m  100  of 
these  tests  to  confirm  the  validity  of  the 
standard  developed  by  CSMA.  CSMA 
implies  that  it  is  close  to  completing  this 
project  and  that  it  is  duplicative  and 
wasteful  for  the  Commission  to  begin  to 
develop  its  own  standard.  Chain  Saw 
Age  Magazine  and  the  National  Arborist 
Association  also  advanced  this 
contention.  The  Commission  dis€igrees. 

First,  the  description  provided  by 
CSMA  of  the  additional  work  it  has 
performed  is  general  and  of  little  use  in 
attempting  to  evaluate  the  present  status 
of  their  project.  Additionally,  much  of 
the  work  which  the  Commission  wrill  do 
in  the  early  stages  of  its  standard 
development  proceeding  would  also  be 
necessary  to  obtain  the  data  needed  to 
determine  the  adequacy  of  the  standard 
being  developed  by  CSMA.  Therefore, 
the  work  to  be  done  by  the  Commission 
will  be  needed  regardless  of  whether 
CSMA  develops  and  implements  its  own 
standard. 

CSMA  also  contends  that  the  hand¬ 
held  tests  of  chain  saw  kickback  that  it 
has  conducted  can  be  related  to  use  of 
the  saws  by  an  unsuspecting  user 
because  a  kickback  takes  place  before 
the  operator  can  react  to  the  motion  of 
the  saw.  This  contention  ignores  the 
ability  of  an  operator  who  is  expecting  a 
kickback  to  occur  to  brace  himself  in 
anticipation  of  the  impending  kickback. 
Only  be  careful  controls  on  ^e  test 
operators  and  by  using  low  energy 
kickbacks  that  do  not  unduly  threaten 
the  operator  can  reliable  results  be 
obtained  from  hand-held  tests.  CSMA 


has  not  shown  that  its  tests  are 
sufficient  in  these  regards. 

After  considering  the  comments 
received  on  the  determination  to 
develop  a  standard  itself,  the 
Commission  reaffirms  that 
determination,  for  the  reasons  given 
previously. 

F.  Technical  Issues 

As  explained  above,  the  injuries 
associated  with  kickback  occur 
primarily  when  the  saw  chain  and  guide 
bar  are  propelled  upward  and/or 
backwaixl  and  contact  the  operator.  If 
the  magnitude  of  the  angle  through 
which  the  saw  moves  when  kickback 
occurs  can  be  limited  sufficiently,  these 
injuries  can  be  reduced.  Another 
possible  approach  is  to  provide  a  chain 
brake  that  will  stop  will  stop  the 
movement  of  the  saw  chain  before  the 
chain  contacts  the  user. 

With  regard  to  limiting  the  angle  of 
kickback,  the  Commission  has 
conducted  89  in-depth  investigations  of 
chain  saw  kickback  accidents,  and  in  82 
of  these  it  was  possible  to  estimate  the 
angular  position  that  the  saw  had 
achieved  during  kickback  when  it  made 
contact  with  the  operator.  Therefore,  if  a 
performance  requirement  is  feasible  that 
would  result  in  limiting  the  angle  that  a 
saw  would  travel  if  kickback  occurs 
when  the  operator  is  not  expecting  it, 
the  percentage  of  presently  occurring 
injuries  that  take  place  outside  that  limit 
would  be  eliminated  and  the  severity  of 
some  of  the  injuries  that  occur  within 
that  limit  may  be  reduced.  The  way  in 
which  the  Commission  staff  believes  it 
is  feasible  to  develop  a  standard  limiting 
kickback  angles  is  explained  below. 

In  a  nose  tip  kickbaqk  situation,  a 
particular  chain  saw  (including  the 
particular  poweiliead,  saw  chain,  and 
guide  bar  combination}  is  capable  of 
developing  a  certain  maximum  energy  at 
the  tip  of  the  guide  bar  under  “worst 
case”  conditions  that  depend  on  such 
factors  as  speed  of  the  saw  chain,  the 
particular  portion  of  the  tip  of  the  bar 
that  is  contacted,  and  the  velocity  at 
which  contact  occurs.  CSMA  has 
developed  a  kickback  machine  (KBM) 
that  can  measure  the  energy  produced  in 
kickback  tests  under  controlled 
conditions.  This  machine  can  be  used  to 
determine  the  worst  case  conditions  for 
a  particular  saw  and  the  maximum 
kickback  energy  that  the  saw  will 
produce. 

In  the  development  of  the  proposed 
standard,  the  Cotrunission  stafi  will  use 
the  KBM  to  test  a  number  of  chain  saws 
and  a  newly  developed  low  kickback 
energy  chain  to  determine  the  kickback 
energies  that  can  be  achieved  with 
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existing  technology  under  a  variety  of 
conditions,  including  “worst  case" 
conditions.  These  saws  will  also  be 
tested  while  being  held  by  hand  under 
similar  conditions.  By  analyzing  the 
results  of  these  tests,  the  staff  expects  to 
be  able  to  establish  categories  of  saws 
so  that  by  establishing  a  maximum 
allowable  kickback  energy  under 
specified  conditions  for  each  category, 
the  saws  will  not  exceed  a 
predetermined  angle  in  a  kickback 
situation.  Some  of  the  factors  that  may 
be  considered  in  devising  the . 
appropriate  categories  for  the  saws  are 
engine  displacement,  weight,  handle 
spacing,  and  guide  bar  length. 

Other  areas  that  will  be  investigated 
during  the  standard’s  development  will 
be  the  extent  to  which  actuation  of  a 
chain  brake  during  kickback  may  affect 
the  amount  of  kickback  produced  and 
the  degree  to  which  it  is  feasible  to 
establish  criteria  to  insure  that  a  chain 
brake  will  actuate  and  stop  the  chain  in 
time  to  prevent  contact  between  the 
operator  and  a  moving  chain.  Also,  the 
severity  potential  for  injury  from 
kickback  when  the  chain  stops  moving 
but  still  contacts  the  operator  will  be 
examined. 

If  the  Commission  learns  that  for 
some  categories  of  saws  the  achievable 
kickback  energy  levels  produce  angles 
of  kickback  in  hand-held  tests  that  are 
too  high,  it  may  be  necessary  to  require 
specific  additional  safety  devices,  such 
as  chain  brakes  or  nose  tip  guards, 
either  with  or  without  a  limitation  on 
maximum  kickback  energy,  to  protect 
consumers. 

Data  avaUable  to  the  Commission  also 
indicate  that  a  hand  guard  is  a  valuable 
safety  feature  in  reducing  injuries  to  the 
hands  and  fingers  occuring  during  both 
nose  and  pinch  type  kickback  and  other 
chain  saw  accidents.  Thus,  any  draft 
proposed  standard  that  is  developed 
could  contain  a  requirement  for  a  hand 
guard. 

Furthermore,  one-handed  use  of  saws 
was  reported  in  one-fourth  of  the 
kickback  incidents,  the  majority  of 
which  involved  gasoline  saws  with  a 
displacement  of  2.5  cubic  inches  or  less. 
Thus,  a  requirement  for  an  interlock  or 
other  feature  to  prevent  one-htuided 
operation  will  be  considered  for  at  least 
some  categories  of  saws. 

The  Commission  will  also  consider 
other  approaches  to  reducing  this 
unreasonable  risk  of  injury  &at  may  be 
suggested  during  the  development 
period.  Persons  who  believe  that  other 
performance-oriented  approaches  are 
preferable,  or  who  wish  to  suggest 
specific  design-oriented  alternatives  for 
a  standard,  should  either  participate 
with  the  Commission  in  developing  the 


standard  as  explained  in  section  I  of  this 
notice  or  submit  their  ideas  to  the 
Commission’s  staff  for  its  consideration 
during  the  development. 

Chain  saws  are  used  in  both 
consumer  and  professional  applications. 
As  defined  in  section  3(a)(1)  of  the 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C. 
2052(a)(1),  "consumer  products’’  subject 
to  the  act  do  not  include  products  that 
are  not  used  more  than  occasionally  by 
consumers.  The  Commission  does  not 
intend  to  regulate  saws  that  are  used 
rarely  by  consumers  but  are  intended 
for  use  in  logging  operations  or  other 
professional  applications.  Thus, 
consideration  will  be  given  during 
development  of  the  standard  to  whether 
it  is  feasible  to  deffne  the  chain  saws 
subject  to  the  standard  in  terms  of 
characteristics  that  are  found  in 
consumer  saws  but  are  not  found  in 
saws  intended  for  professional  use.  Such 
characteristics  might  include  engine 
displacement,  guide  bar  length,  weight, 
provision  of  consumer-oriented  features, 
or  combinations  of  these  features. 
Alternatively,  the  standard  could  apply 
only  to  those  chain  saws  that  are 
“consumer  products”  as  defined  in  the 
act,  in  which  case  the  manufactufer 
would  have  to  evaluate  their  sales  and 
distribution  patterns  to  determine  if  a 
particular  model  was  sold  more  than 
occasionally  to  consumers  and  was  thus 
subject  to  the  standard. 

It  may  also  be  possible  to  identify 
certain  marketing  channels  available  to 
professional  users  but  rarely  used  by 
consumers.  If  so,  it  may  be  feasible  to 
exempt  chain  saws  that  are  sold  in  these 
channels  from  the  scope  of  the  standard, 
in  order  to  reduce  any  unintended 
impact  of  the  standard  on  professional 
users. 

Another  issue  that  will  be  addressed 
during  the  development  proceeding  is 
whether  the  standard  should  apply  only 
to  the  assembled  chain  saw,  only  to 
components  of  the  saw  such  as  saw 
chcdn,  or  both,  or  whether  replacement 
parts  such  as  saw  chain  should  also  be 
subject  to  requirements  of  the  standard. 
As  to  component  parts,  it  may  be  that  a 
particular  requirement  should  apply  to 
the  manufacturer  of  a  particular 
component,  such  as  saw  chain  or  guide 
bars,  rather  than  only  to  the 
manufacturer  of  the  assembled  chain 
saw.  Furthermore,  if  a  manufacturer 
decided  to  meet  a  performance  standard 
by  providing  certain  features  in  a 
component  such  as  the  saw  chain 
supplied  with  the  saw,  the  replacement 
of  that  chain,  after  it  became  worn,  with 
a  different  chain  could  mean  that  the 
protection  intended  by  the  performance 
standard  would  no  longer  be  provided. 


For  these  reasons,  therefore,  where  the 
term  “chain  saw”  is  used  in  this  notice, 
it  also  refers  to  the  components  and 
replacement  parts  of  chain  saws  so  that 
the  initial  scope  of  the  proceeding  is 
deHned  broadly  enough  that 
components  and  replacement  parts  may 
be  addressed  in  the  final  standard,  if 
appropriate. 

Other  technical  and  factual  issues  that 
will  be  addressed  during  the 
development  of  the  proposed  standard 
are  listed  below. 

1.  The  degree  and  nature  of  the  risk  of 
injury  the  standard  is  designed  to 
eliminate  or  reducer 

2.  The  appropriate  number  of 
consumer  products,  or  types  of  classes 
thereof,  subject  to  the  standard. 

3.  The  need  of  the  pulmc  for  the 
consumer  products  subject  to  the 
standard,  and  the  probable  effect  of  the 
standard  upon  the  utility,  cost,  or 
availability  of  the  products  to  meet  such 
need. 

4.  The  special  needs  of  elderly  and 
handicapped  persons  and  the  extent  to 
which  such  persons  may  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  standard. 

5.  The  proper  period  of  time  between 
the  issuance  of  a  standard  and  the  time 
that  manufacturers  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  it. 

6.  Whether  a  standard  written  in 
performance  terms  is  feasible,  or 
whether  the  standard  should  specify 
design  requirements  such  as  chain 
brakes  and/ or  saw  chain  or  guide  bar 
designs. 

7.  The  potential  environmental  effects 
of  a  standard. 

8.  An  estimation  of  the  injury 
reduction  that  will  be  provided  by  the 
standard. 

9.  Appropriate  requirefnents  in 
connection  with  the  possible  need  for  a 
mandatory  testing  program  and  the 
certificates  of  compliance  required  by 
section  14  of  the  CPSA. 

10.  Other  means  of  achieving  the 
objective  of  the  standard  while 
minimizing  adverse  effects  on 
competition  or  disruption  or  dislocation 
of  manufactiuing  and  other  commercial 
practices  consistent  with  public  health 
and  safety. 

11.  A  description  of  and,  if  feasible,  an 
estimate  of  the  number  of  small 
businesses  and  other  small  entities  to 
which  a  proposed  standard  will  apply, 
together  wiA  a  description  of  the 
compliance  burden  on  these  entities,  as 
required  by  the  Regulatory  Flexibility 
Act,  5  U.S.C.  601  et  seq.  (Pub.  L.  96-354, 
Sept.  19, 1980;  94  Stat.  1164).  In  addition, 
that  act  requires  consideration  of 
alternatives  to  accomplish  the  rule’s 
objectives  while  minimizing  any 
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significant  economic  impact  of  the 
proposed  rule  on  small  entities. 

12.  Whether  a  "stockpiling”  rule  is 
needed  to  prevent  excessive  production 
of  chain  saws  that  do  not  comply  with 
the  final  standard  between  the  issuance 
of  the  standard  and  its  effective  date. 

Persons  who  may  have  information 
relating  to  these  and  any  other  issues 
involved  in  the  development  of  a 
standard  to  address  the  kickback  hazard 
associated  with  chains  saws  are 
requested  to  submit  such  information  at 
any  time  during  the  development, 
preferably  by  June  30, 1981,  so  that  the 
Commission  may  consider  the 
information  during  the  development  of 
the  standard.  Persons  aware  of  any 
existing  standards  that  may  be  relevant 
to  this  proceeding  to  develop  a  standard 
to  address  the  kickback  hazard 
associated  with  chain  saws  are  also 
requested  to  notify  the  Commission. 

The  Commission’s  staff  estimates  that 
testing  to  obtain  the  data  needed  to 
write  a  recommended  proposed 
standard  and  supporting  rationale  will 
be  completed  within  a  year.  Additional 
time  will  be  needed  to  thoroughly 
evaluate  alternative  requirements  for  a 
standard  and  to  write  the  standard  and 
supporting  documents.  The  staff 
estimates  that  a  recommended  proposed 
standard  can  be  presented  for  a 
Commission  decision  by  July,  1982. 

G.  Existing  Standards 

The  standards  containing 
requirements  addressing  kickback  that 
are  known  to  the  Commission  to  be  in 
existence  or  imder  development  are 
described  below. 

1.  United  States  standards.  The 
American  National  Standards  Institute 
(ANSI)  Safety  Speciflcation  for  Gasoline 
Powered  Chain  Saws,  ANSI  B-175.1,  a 
voluntary  standard,  contains  provisions 
addressing  kickback  and  states  that  all 
gasoline  chain  saws  “shall  be  equipped 
with  a  device  intended  to  reduce  the 
hazards  associated  with  kickback.”  It 
also  contains  requirements  for  chain 
tensioning,  since  it  is  thought  that  a 
chain  with  a  loose  tension  has  a  greater 
kickback  tendency.  Also,  if  a  chain 
brake  is  provided,  the  standard  has 
requirements  for  chain  brake  actuation 
devices  and  for  chain  stopping  times.  A 
similar  standard  is  being  developed  for 
electic  chain  saws. 

The  Chain  Saw  Manufacturers 
Association  standard,  begun  jointly  with 
CPSC  and  still  under  development  by 
CSMA,  is  described  above  in  section  C 
of  this  notice. 

In  addition,  at  least  one  state  has 
proposed  requirements  that  would  be 
applicable  to  chain  saws  used' 
commercially  within  that  state. 


Washington  State’s  proposed  standard 
would  essentially  require  chain  brakes 
or  tip  guards  or  establish  maximum 
allowable  energy  levels  of  kickback  for 
different  categories  of  saws.  These 
categories  are  based  on  engine 
displacement,  guide  bar  length,  guide 
bar  proHle,  and/or  chain  design.  It  is 
entirely  possible  that  there  would  be 
major  similarities  between  this  standard 
and  the  standard  that  will  be  developed 
by  the  Commission.  However,  no 
rationale  sufficient  to  support  issuance 
of  these  requirements  as  a  consumer 
product  safety  standard  is  known  to 
exist. 

2.  Foreign  standards.  The  information 
available  to  the  Commission  indicates 
that  anti-kickback  requirements  have 
been  issued  or  are  being  developed  in 
Sweden,  Finland,  France,  the  Canadian 
Provinces,  England,  Australia,  Germany, 
and  Japan.  In  addition  to  requirements 
similar  to  those  contained  in  the  United 
States  standards  described  above,  these 
standards  contain  or  are  considering 
requirements  or  recommendations  for 
chain  brake  actuation  force,  limitations 
on  the  kickback  angle  of  a  chain  and  bar 
combination  (tested  separately  &om  the 
powerhead],  and  specific  chain  designs. 
Some  countries  require  hand  guards, 
chain  brakes,  and/or  low  kick  chains. 
Several  Canadian  provinces  also  require 
hand  guards  and  chain  brakes. 

The  International  Standards 
Organization  is  developing  a  standard 
for  chain  saws.  A  draft  of  this  standard 
that  was  circulated  for  comment  by  the 
member  nations  contains  requirements 
for  chain  brake  performance,  hand 
guards,  and  saw  chain.  To  date,  the 
Conunission  has  not  been  provided  with 
a  detailed  rationale  for  these  draft 
requirements.  The  Commission  will 
monitor  the  progress  of  the  development 
of  this  standard  in  order  to  evaluate 
whether  any  of  its  kickback 
requirements  are  suitable  for 
incorporation  in  a  consumer  product 
safety  standard. 

3.  Suitability  of  existing  standards. 
Although  some  of  the  requirements 
contained  in  existing  standards  show 
merit  or  promise,  there  are  insufficient 
data  available  at  this  time  to  warrant 
adoption  of  any  of  these  standards  as  a 
consumer  product  safety  standard.  In 
the  first  place,  these  standards  generally 
do  not  provide  any  rationale  to  support 
the  particular  requirements.  For 
example,  there  are  no  explanations  of 
why  chain  brake  actuation  requirements 
are  sufficient  to  ensure  that,  in  use,  a 
chain  brake  would  actuate  in  time  to 
prevent  or  reduce  injury  finm  kickback. 
Also,  requirements  for  chain  brake 
stopping  times  are  not  accompanied 


with  data  showing  that  these  times  will 
ensure  that  the  chain  stops  before  it 
contacts  an  operator  in  a  kickback 
situation.  Also,  even  a  stopped  chain 
that  is  propelled  into  an  operator  with 
some  force  may  present  an 
unreasonable  risk  of  injury.  These 
questions  remain  unresolved.  Although 
injury  data  available  to  the  Commission 
indicate  that  chain  brakes  can  be  helpful 
in  reducing  injuries,  the  Commission  has 
not  yet  determined  the  extent  to  which 
chain  brakes  alone  can  provide 
protection  or  should  be  replaced  by,  or 
combined  with,  other  protective  featines 
such  as  low  kick  chains  and  bars.  Also, 
even  where  it  might  be  appropriate  to 
mandate  a  chain  brake,  the  rationale  for 
the  particular  requirements  chosen  must 
be  developed. 

Injury  data  from  Sweden  indicate  that 
a  hand  guard  can  reduce  the  number  of 
injuries  to  the  hand  and  forearm. 
Therefore,  the  Commission  may  include 
requirements  for  a  hand  guard  in  any 
standard  it  develops. 

As  noted  above,  some  foreign 
standards  include  performance 
requirements  to  limit  the  amount  of 
kickback  that  a  chain  and  guide  bar  will 
produce.  The  Swedish  standard 
recommends  as  a  goal  a  120-degree  limit 
on  the  angle  produced  by  the  chain  and 
bar.  when  tested  without  the 
poweriiead.  Hiis  120-degree  goal  is  an 
indicator  of  kickback  energy,  but  it  does 
not  predict  the  path  of  the  saw  during 
kickback.  A  French  standard  under 
development  is  also  considering  an 
angle  limitation;  however,  the  test 
method  is  not  specified.  Both  of  these 
would  establish  limitations  on  the 
energy  which  a  particular  saw  could 
produce  in  kickback.  However,  as  noted 
above  in  the  explanation  of  how  the 
Commission  intends  to  develop  a 
standard,  kickback  energy  is  only  one  of 
the  factors  that  determine  the  degree  of 
movement  that  will  occur  with  different 
saws  in  a  kickback  situation.  If  it  is 
feasible  to  do  so,  the  Commission 
believes  that  it  is  desirable  to  develop 
requirements  that  are  more  closely 
related  to  the  desired  performance  of 
the  entire  saw. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  approach  to 
developing  a  standard  being  used  by 
CSMA  has  not  been  sufficiently 
supported  to  serve  as  the  approach  to 
developing  a  mandatory  standard.  For 
example,  the  equations  developed  by 
CSMA  to  represent  the  forces  applied  to 
the  saw  by  the  operator’s  hands  are 
based  on  assumptions  that  can  only  be 
validated  by  extensive  testing  with  a 
variety  of  saws.  If  this  testing  does  not 
confirm  the  original  assumptions, 
different  assumptions  must  then  be 
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checked  by  further  testing,  or  an  entirely 
new  approach  would  be  necessary.  The 
Commission  has  no  assurance  that  it  is 
possible  to  develop  a  standard  along  the 
lines  being  pursued  by  CSMA  with  a 
reasonable  expenditure  of  resources 
within  a  reasonable  time. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Commission 
preliminarily  concludes  that  the  known 
existing  standards  are  not  suitable  for 
proposal  as  a  consumer  product  safety 
standard. 

However,  the  Commission  invites  any 
standards-writing  organization,  trade 
association,  consumer  organization, 
technical  or  professional  society,  testing 
laboratory,  university  or  college 
department,  wholesale  or  retail 
organization.  Federal,  State,  or  local 
government  agency,  engineering  or 
research  and  development 
establishment,  ad  hoc  association,  or 
any  company  or  person  to  submit  to  the 
Commission  an  existing  standard  as  the 
proposed  consumer  product  safety 
standard  by  June  10, 1981. 

H.  Oiganization  of  the  Development 
Effmt 

The  Commission  itself  will  ultimately 
approve  the  form  and  content  of  any 
standard  for  chain  saw  kickback  that 
may  be  proposed.  The  staff  will  develop 
the  data  necessary  to  support  the 
proposed  standard  and  will  prepare  a 
draft  proposed  standard.  The  staff  will 
forwt^  the  supporting  data,  the  draft 
proposed  standard,  and  the  staffs 
recommendations  and  analysis  to  the 
Commission  for  its  consideration. 

Hie  Commission’s  Program  Manager 
for  the  Powered  Equipment  Hazard 
Program,  Carl  Blechschmidt,  will  be 
responsible  for  the  compilation  of  data 
and  development  of  the  draft  proposed 
standard  as  well  as  a  draft  proposed 
certification  rule  and  possible  testing 
program  under  section  14  of  the  CPSA, 
15  U.S.C.  2063.  He  is  also  responsible  for 
maintaining  liaison  with  the  public 
participants.  (Unless  otherwise  noted,  a 
reference  in  this  notice  to  the 
“standard”  also  refers  to  the 
certification  rule  and  possible  testing 
program.)  He  will  be  assisted  by  the 
Powered  Equipment  Team  Assistant 
Program  Manager,  Melvin  Spencer,  the 
Powered  Equipment  Team,  which  is 
composed  of  representatives  from 
various  Commission  Directorates,  and 
other  staff  of  the  Commission  needed  to 
develop  and  support  the  standard.  (The 
Powered  Equipment  Team  is  a 
permanently  established  group  in  the 
Commission  whose  function  is  to 
investigate  and  make  recommendations 
concerning  regulatory  and  other  actions 
relating  to  hazards  associated  with 
power^  equipment.) 


Within  the  legal  guidelines  furnished 
by  the  Office  of  General  Counsel  (OGC), 
and  subject  to  the  instructions  of  the 
Executive  Director,  the  Powered 
Equipment  Program  Manager  will  make 
the  final  determinations  of  the 
substance  of  the  staff  recommendations 
for  requirements  of  the  standard,  the 
test  procedures,  any  mandatory  testing 
program,  and  any  certification  rule  and 
will  make  the  other  determinations 
required  for  the  development  of  these 
items.  Where  development  of  the 
standard  requires  a  balancing  of 
competing  interests  (such  as  degree  of 
protection  vs.  economic  impact),  he  will 
make  such  determinations  as  are 
necessary  to  the  expeditious 
development  of  the  draft  proposed 
standard,  and  will  provide  the 
Commission  with  an  analysis  of  the  pros 
and  cons  of  the  major  alternatives 
encountered  during  the  development  of 
the  standard.  He  will  ensure  that  the 
technical  and  economic  data  required 
for  the  technical  rationale  and  findings 
required  by  section  9  of  the  CPSA  are 
developed  by  the  staff.  He  will  direct  the 
scope  of  the  staff’s  effort  and,  where 
appropriate,  will  determine  which  of 
various  alternative  approaches  to  risk 
reduction  shall  be  investigated  further. 
He  will  use  his  judgment  in  obtaining 
guidance  on  these  determinations  from 
the  Commission’s  Associate  Executive 
Directors,  Director  of  the  Office  of 
Program  Management,  the  Commission’s 
Executive  Director,  or  the  Office  of 
General  Counsel.  Where  appropriate, 
the  Executive  Director  may  seek 
additional  guidance  from  ffie 
Commissioners.  The  Program  Manager 
will  be  responsible  for  presenting  to  the 
Commission  the  staffs 
recommendations,  with  a  full  discussion 
of  the  alternatives  in  major  areas  of 
controversy  and  reasons  for  and  against 
selecting  each  alternative. 

One  or  more  persons  from  the 
Commission’s  staff  will  be  assigned  to 
assist  the  Program  Manager  in  each  of 
the  following  areas: 

1.  Standard  requirements.  A  staff 
member  will  direct  the  group  that  will 
do  the  engineering  work  necessary  for 
the  development  of  the  requirements  of 
the  recommended  standard. 

2.  Certification  and  Compliance 
strategy.  Staff  members  will  work  with 
the  Office  of  General  Counsel  in 
preparing  the  draft  proposed  and  final 
testing  program,  certification  rule,  and 
compliance  strategy. 

3.  Human  factors.  A  staff  member  will 
provide  information  on  all  aspects  of 
human  behavior  associated  with  use 
and  testing  of  chain  saws. 

4.  Economic  impact.  A  staff  member 
will  be  responsible  for  analyzing  the 


potential  economic  impact  of  the  draft 
recommended  standards  and 
certification  rules.  This  person  will 
investigate  the  potential  cost  and  other 
effects  associated  with  testing  and 
modifying  saws  to  meet  a  variety  of 
alternatives. 

5.  Hazard  analysis.  A  staff  member 
will  provide  the  hazard  analyses 
required  to  evaluate  various  standard 
provisions  under  consideration  and  to 
support  the  findings  required  by  section 
9  of  the  CPSA. 

The  development  effort  will  also  be 
aided  by  interested  persons  from 
outside  the  Commission  (participants]  in 
the  manner  described  in  section  I  below. 

The  Office  of  Public  Participation 
(OPP)  will  handle  the  administrative 
responsibilities  associated  with 
recruitment  of  the  participants,  the 
selection  of  participants  who  may 
receive  funding,  and  the  payment  of  any 
Commission  contribution  to  the  cost  of 
participants.  If  requests  for  contribution 
to  the  cost  of  participants  are  received, 
a  Financial  Compensation  Selection 
Committee  consisting  of  the  General 
Counsel,  Executive  Director,  and 
Secretary  of  the  Commission,  or  their 
designees,  will  decide  which  requests 
for  compensation  will  be  granted.  The 
Commission’s  procedures  applicable  to 
requests  for  funding  are  governed  by  the 
Commission’s  regulations  at  16  CFR 
1105.19  and  are  explained  in  section  I  of 
this  notice. 

The  Directorate  for  Engineering 
Science  (ES)  will  be  responsible  for  the 
technical  engineering  aspects  of  the 
development  of  the  standard,  including: 

a.  Providing  the  staff  members  to  do 
the  engineering  work  needed  to  develop 
the  requirements  of  the  recommended 
proposed  standard. 

b.  Coordinating  engineering  research 
and  developing  test  methodology  and 
analysis  required  for  the  standard. 

c.  Developing  the  criteria  for  the 
possible  testing  program  and 
certification  rule,  in  cooperation  with 
the  Office  of  General  Counsel  and  the 
Powered  Equipment  Team  member  fiom 
the  Directorate  for  Compliance  and 
Administrative  Litigation. 

d.  Informing  participants  of  the 
technical  engineering  issues  involved  in 
the  development  of  the  standard. 

The  Division  of  Economic  Program 
Analysis  will  analyze  the  economic 
aspects  of  the  various  alternatives 
offered  and  prepare  economic  impact 
statements.  The  Directorate  for  Hazard 
Identification  and  Analysis  will  be 
responsible  for  the  collection  and 
analysis  of  data  to  demonstrate  the  need 
for  and  effectiveness  of  various 
provisions  of  the  standard,  especially  as 
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required  by  section  9(c)  of  the  CPSA; 
and  will  provide  information  on  all 
aspects  of  human  behavior  associated 
with  the  use  and  testing  of  chain  saws. 

The  Directorate  for  Compliance  and 
Administrative  Litigation  will  develop 
the  compliance  strategy  for  enforcing 
the  standard  and,  in  cooperation  with 
ES,  will  work  with  the  Office  of  General 
Counsel  in  the  development  of  a 
certification  rule  and  possible  testing 
program  under  section  14  of  the  CPSA.  It 
is  expected  that  a  draft  proposed  and 
final  certification  rule  and  testing 
program,  if  appropriate,  will  be  prepared 
along  with  a  draft  proposed  and  final 
standard.  The  staff  believes  that  the 
simultaneous  development  of  the  draft 
certification  rule  and  draft  standard  will 
reduce  the  total  development  time. 

The  Office  of  General  Counsel  (OGC) 
will  provide  guidance  to  the  staff 
concerning  the  legal  sufficiency  of  the 
information  needed  to  support  the 
issuance  of  a  standard,  including 
technical  and  economic  supporting  data. 
This  shall  include  guidance  at  the  stage 
when  the  need  for  contracts  is  being 
considered  or  questionnaires  or  surveys 
are  being  formulated,  as  well  as  review 
of  draft  documents.  OGC  shall  ensure 
that  the  criteria  in  section  9  of  the  CPSA 
and  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the 
Regulatory  Flexibility  Act,  and  all  other 
applicable  statutes  are  considered  and 
addressed  during  the  development 
effort.  OGC  shall  prepare  the  required 
Federal  Register  documents,  including 
format  and  editorial  aspects  of  the 
standard  and  certification  rule,  in 
consultation  with  the  staff.  An  OGC 
representative  shall  attend  team 
meetings  as  necessary.  OGC  shall  assist 
in  resolving  official  comments.  Federal 
Register  notices  and  determine  the  legal 
sufficiency  of  the  responses  to 
comments. 

The  Directorate  for  Communications 
will  be  responsible  for: 

a.  Coordinating  and  disseminating 
information  materials  for  the  general 
public  concerning  the  standard 
development  proceeding. 

b.  Providing  recommendations  for  any 
section  of  the  standard  dealing  with 
instructions  to  the  consumer. 

The  Commission  shall  maintain 
complete  written  records  of  the 
development  of  the  proposed  standard 
as  provided  in  16  CFR  1105.18(f).  The 
Commission  will  make  these  records 
available  for  public  inspection  and  will 
supply  copies  upon  request,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  its  statutes  and 
regulations  relating  to  the  availability  of 
Commission  records,  including  16  CFR 
Part  1015.  Participants  who  request  a 
financial  contribution  for  the  costs  of 


their  participation  must  keep  complete 
records  of  the  costs  incurred  (see 
section  I  below). 

The  Office  of  the  Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States  or  any  of  its  duly 
authorized  representatives  shall  have 
access,  for  the  purpose  of  audit  and 
examination,  to  any  books,  documents, 
papers,  and  records  relevant  to  the 
development  of  the  proposed  standard 
or  to  the  expenditure  of  any  contribution 
of  the  Commission  for  the  development 
of  such  proposed  standard.  ' 

I.  Public  Participation 

The  Commission  invites  interested 
persons  (including  individual 
consumers,  consumer  organizations, 
manufacturers,  distributors,  retailers, 
importers,  trade  associations, 
professional  and  technical  societies, 
testing  laboratories.  Federal  and  State 
agencies,  and  educational  institutions) 
to  participate  with  the  Commission  in 
the  development  of  the  standard  in  the 
manner  described  below. 

Section  7(d)(4)  of  the  Act  requires  that 
the  Commission  issue  regulations 
governing  the  Commission's 
development  of  proposed  consumer 
product  safety  rules  by  the  Commission. 

These  regulations  must  include 
requirements  for  notice  and  opportunity 
for  interested  persons  (including 
representatives  of  consumers  and 
consumer  organizations)  to  participate 
in  the  development  of  such  standard. 

The  Commission  has  issued  regulations 
for  the  Commission  development  of 
proposed  standards  (16  CFR  Part  1105, 
Subpart  C;  44  FR  48618;  August  17, 1979), 
and  these  regulations  will  be  followed  in 
this  proceeding. 

Public  participation  is  provided  in  this 
proceeding  by  a  series  of  public 
meetings,  by  individual  task 
assignments,  by  written  comments  on 
the  final  draft,  and  by  participation  by 
phone  and  by  mail  during  the 
development  process.  Funding  is 
available  for  a  limited  number  of 
participants,  as  described  below. 
Participants  may  begin  or  end  their 
participation  in  the  proceeding  at  any 
time  and  may  participate  in  any  or  all  of 
the  ways  discussed  below. 

1.  Public  meetings.  There  will  be  3 
public  meetings  to  be  scheduled  in 
Washington,  D.C.  at  appropriate  times 
during  the  development  of  the  standard. 
The  first  meeting  will  be  scheduled  after 
selection  of  the  funded  participants. 

Prior  to  each  scheduled  meeting,  the 
public  participants  will  be  provided  with 
the  material  they  will  need  to  keep 
abreast  of  the  progress  of  the 
development  of  the  standard. 

These  public  meeting  will  be  for  the 
purpose  of  briefing  the  public  on  major 


milestones  in  the  development  of  the 
standard,  and  for  receiving  data  and 
comments  from  the  public  participants. 

At  the  public  meetings,  the 
participants  may  submit  such 
information  and  make  such  comments 
as  they  see  fit.  However,  the  presiding 
officer  of  the  meeting  may  require  the 
participants  to  limit  or  combine  their 
presentations  if  time  limitations  must  be 
imposed.  Participants  may,  however, 
make  written  comments  to  the  Powered 
Equipment  Hazard  Program  Manager  at 
any  time. 

'The  public  meetings  will  be 
announced  in  advance  in  the 
Commission's  Public  Calendar,  which  is 
a  weekly  publication  distributed  without 
charge.  Any  interested  person  may  be 
placed  on  the  mailing  list  for  the  Public 
Calendar  by  contacting  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  hi  addition,  persons  who 
have  notified  the  Office  itf  the  Secretary 
that  they  wish  to  participate  in  this 
proceeding  will  be  directly  notified  of 
the  time,  place,  and  agenda  of  these 
meetings.  These  meetings  will  be  open 
to  any  interested  member  of  the  public, 
space  permitting.  The  Commission 
expects  that  any  person  who  wishes  to 
contribute  information  or  comments  at 
these  meetings  will  have  an  opportunity 
to  do  so.  However,  if  an  exceptionally 
large  number  of  persons  desire  to 
participate,  space  or  time  limitations 
may  make  it  necessary  to  restrict  the 
number  of  participants. 

The  first  public  meeting  will  be  for  the 
purpose  of  familiarizing  the  public 
participants  with  the  iMormation 
possessed  by  the  Commission  and 
obtaining  initial  input  fit)m  the 
participants.  If  necessary,  the  meeting 
may  extend  for  a  second  day. 

'Those  persons  who  wish  to 
participate  in  the  development  of  the 
standard  by  attending  meetings  should 
notify  the  Commission's  Office  of  Public 
Participation  so  that  they  may  be 
provided  with  the  appropriate 
background  materials  prior  to  each 
meeting. 

In  addition  to  participation  by 
attendance  at  the  public  meetings 
described  above,  individual  public 
participants  may  be  given  an 
opportimity  to  work  on  particular  tasks 
during  the  standard  development  in 
conjunction  with  the  appropriate  staff 
team  members.  Such  assignments  must 
be  approved  by  the  Powered  Equipment 
Program  Manager  and  agreed  to  by  the 
public  participant  involved.  It  is 
anticipated  that  these  assignments 
would  primarily  involve  participants 
with  an  applicable  technical 
background.  Participants  who  would  be 
interested  in  participating  in  a  task 
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assignment  are  encouraged  to  notify  the 
Powered  Equipment  Program  Manager. 
Among  the  technical  backgrounds  that 
would  be  relevant  to  this  proceeding  are 
expertise  in  the  following  areas: 

a.  Analyzing  technical  data  from 
various  types  of  high  speed  data 
gathering  techniques. 

b.  Computer  analysis  techniques 
applied  to  the  transfer  of  mechanical 
energy  or  force  between  a  machine  and 
its  operator. 

c.  Testing  and  analysis  of  high  speed 
portable  equipment. 

2.  Comment  on  final  draft.  When  the 
final  staff  draft  of  the  recommended 
proposed  standard  has  been  prepared,  a 
copy  will  be  sent  to  all  persons  who 
have  notified  the  Office  of  the  Secretary 
of  their  interest  in  participating  in  the 
development  of  the  recommended 
proposed  standard  as  well  as  to  other 
interested  persons.  These  persons  may 
submit  written  comments  concerning  the 
draft,  which  could  include  agreeing  or 
disagreeing  with  any  aspect  of  the  draft. 
Where  applicable,  statements  of 
disagreement  should  include  alternate 
language  suggested  for  the  standard  and 
the  reasons,  as  specific  and  detailed  as 
possible,  for  the  alternate  position.  After 
making  any  changes  to  the  draft 
resulting  from  consideration  of  the 
comments  and  statements  of 
disagreement,  the  staff  shall  prepare  a 
brienng  package  for  the  Commission, 
which  will  include  an  analysis  of  the 
comments  and  statements.  Any 
statements  of  disagreement  that  are  still 
applicable  will  be  forwarded  to  the 
Commission  with  the  briefing  package 
and  recommended  proposed  standard. 

The  actual  decisions  required  for  the 
development  of  the  draft  proposed 
standard  will  be  made  by  the 
Commission's  staff  in  the  manner 
described  in  Section  I  above,  and 
consensus  or  majority  vote  procedures 
will  not  be  used  in  the  development  of 
the  standard. 

The  staff  shall  keep  minutes  of  all 
public  meetings.  These  minutes  will 
discuss  the  issues  deliberated,  the 
various  positions  discussed,  alternatives 
offered,  and  assignments  made.  The  will 
also  highlight  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  various  test 
procedures  and  the  agenda  of  the  next 
scheduled  meeting.  The  minutes  will 
discuss  specific  technical  differences 
encoimtered  during  the  meeting.  Copies 
of  the  minutes  will  be  sent  to  all  persons 
who  have  contacted  the  Commission 
indicating  that  they  wish  to  participate. 
In  addition,  the  staff  will  forward  to  the 
Commission  and  the  participants 
periodic  reports  on  the  progress  of  the 
development  of  the  standard. 


3.  Mail  and/or  phone.  For  participants 
who  wish  to  participate  in  ways  in 
addition  to  those  described  above,  or 
who  cannot  attend  the  public  meetings, 
provision  has  been  made  for 
participation  by  mail  or  phone. 

Participants  periodically  will  be  sent 
copies  of  meeting  minutes,  documents, 
drafts,  etc.,  relating  to  the  development 
of  the  standard.  These  persons  may 
submit  any  comments  or  information  by 
mail  or  phone  to  Carl  Blechschmidt, 
Office  of  Program  Management, 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Commission, 
Washington,  D.C.  20207,  phone  (301) 
492-6557. 

In  addition,  interested  members  of  the 
public  may  submit  oral  or  written 
comments  to  the  Commission  during  a 
designated  comment  period  after  a 
standard  has  been  proposed.  In  issuing 
any  final  standard,  the  Commission  will 
publish  its  responses  to  all  such 
comments  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Funding  for  public  participants.  The 
Commission’s  regulations  provide  that 
the  Commission  may  agree  to  contribute 
to  the  cost  of  persons  who  participate 
with  the  Commission  in  developing  a 
proposed  standard  if  the  Commission 
determines: 

(1)  That  a  contribution  is  likely  to 
result  in  a  more  satisfactory  standard 
that  would  be  developed  without  a 
contribution;  and 

(2)  That  the  participant  to  whom  a 
contribution  is  made  is  financially 
responsible. 

The  Commission  has  only  limited 
funds  available  for  contribution  to 
public  participants.  In  this  proceeding 
the  Commission  initially  has  allocated 
$27,000  for  this  purpose  and  estimates 
that  this  could  provide  funding  for  up  to 
6  public  participants  for  attendance  at 
the  public  meetings  and  for  limited  task 
assignments.  After  considering  the 
requests  for  funding,  however,  the 
Commission  may  decide  to  provide  a 
different  amount  of  funding  for  public 
participation. 

The  Commission  expects  that  at  least 
half  of  the  funded  participants  would 
have  an  applicable  area  of  technical 
expertise.  However,  funding  for  persons 
whose  interests  are  those  of  general 
consumers  will  also  be  fully  considered. 

The  Commission  expects  that  persons 
applying  for  funding  in  response  to  this 
notice  would  be  willing  to  participate 
during  the  entire  development  period. 
However,  participants  may  apply  for  a 
contribution  at  any  time  and  for  all  or 
part  of  the  remaining  development 
proceeding. 

The  Commission  may  compensate 
participants  for  any  or  all  of  the 
following  costs: 


(1)  Salaries  for  participants,  or 
employees  of  participants; 

(2)  Fees  for  consultants,  experts, 
contractual  services,  and  attorneys  that 
are  incurred  by  participants; 

(3)  Transportation  costs; 

(4)  Travel-related  costs  such  as 
lodging,  meals,  tipping,  telephone  calls; 
and 

(5)  All  other  reasonable  costs 
incurred,  such  as  document 
reproduction,  postage,  baby-sitting,  and 
the  like. 

(6)  Long-distance  telephone  calls  to 
Commission  staff. 

Examples  of  the  types  of  funding  that 
would  be  considered  by  the  Commission 
would  include  (1)  transportation  costs  to 
the  public  meeting,  (2)  expenses  of  up  to 
$75  per  day  for  meals,  lodging,  and 
miscellaneous  expenses  for  participants 
from  outside  the  Washington,  D.C.  area 
and  (3)  compensation  for  time  spent 
attending  public  meetings  or  in 
preparing  for  the  meetings. 

In  considering  whether  a  contribution 
is  likely  to  result  in  a  more  satisfactory 
standard,  the  Financial  Compensation 
Selection  Committee  shall  consider  (i) 
the  need  for  representation  of  one  or 
more  particular  interests,  areas  of 
expertise,  or  points  of  view  in  the 
development  proceeding  and  (ii)  the 
extent  to  which  particular  interests, 
points  of  view,  or  expertise  can 
reasonably  be  expected  to  be 
represented  if  the  Commission  does  not 
provide  any  financial  contribution. 

In  order  to  be  eligible  to  receive  a 
financial  contribution,  a  participant 
must  request  in  advance  a  specific  type 
of  contribution  with  an  explanation  as 
to  why  the  contribution  is  likely  to  result 
in  a  more  satisfactory  standard  than 
would  be  developed  without  a 
contribution  (see  the  preceding 
paragraph).  The  request  for  a 
contribution  shall  contain,  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible  and  appropriate,  the 
following  information: 

(1)  A  description  of  the  point  of  view, 
interest  and/or  expertise  that  the 
participant  intends  to  bring  to  the 
proceeding; 

(2)  The  reason(s)  that  representation 
of  the  participant's  interest,  point  of 
view,  or  expertise  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  contribute  substantially  to  a 
full  and  fair  determination  for  the  issues 
involved  in  the  proceeding; 

(3)  An  explanation  of  the  economic 
interest,  if  any,  that  the  participant  has 
(or  individuals  or  groups  comprising  the 
participant  have)  in  any  Commission 
determination  related  to  the  proceeding; 

(4)  A  discussion,  with  supporting 
documentation,  of  the  reason(s)  a 
participant  is  unable  to  participate 
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effectively  in  the  proceeding  without  a 
financial  contribution; 

(5)  A  description  of  the  participant's 
employment  or  organization,  as 
appropriate;  and 

(6)  A  specific  and  itemized  estimate  of 
the  costs  for  which  the  contribution  is 
sought. 

Application  forms  or  requests  for 
contributions  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Office  of  Public  Participation,  Office  of 
the  Secretary,  1111 18th  Street,  N.W., 
Washington,  D.C.  20207.  Requests 
should  be  submitted  by  June  30, 1981,  or 
if  later,  at  least  45  days  before  the 
person  wishes  to  begin  participation. 

The  Commission  may  authorize  a 
financial  contribution  only  for 
participants  who  meet  all  of  the 
following  criteria: 

(1)  The  participant  represents  a 
particular  interest,  expertise,  or  point  of 
view  that  can  reasonably  be  expected  to 
contribute  substantially  to  a  full  and  fair 
determination  of  the  issues  involved  in 
the  proceeding: 

(2)  The  economic  interest  of  the 
participant  in  any  Commission 
determination  related  to  the  proceeding 
is  small  in  comparison  to  the 
participant’s  costs  of  effective 
participation  in  the  proceeding  (if  the 
participant  consists  of  more  than  one 
individual  or  group,  the  economic 
interest  of  each  of  the  individuals  or 
groups  comprising  the  participant  shall 
also  be  considered,  if  practicable  and 
appropriate);  and 

(3)  The  participant  does  not  have 
sufficient  flnancial  resources  available 
for  effective  participation  in  the 
proceeding  in  the  absence  of  a  financial 
contribution. 

The  Commission  shall  compensate 
participants  only  for  costs  that  have 
been  previously  authorized  and  only  for 
such  costs  actually  incurred  for 
participation  in  a  proceeding. 

The  participant  shall  be  paid  upon 
submission  of  an  itemized  voucher 
listing  each  item  of  expense.  Each  item 
of  expense  exceeding  $15  must  be 
substantiated  by  a  copy  of  a  receipt 
invoice,  or  appropriate  document 


evidencing  the  fact  that  the  cost  was 
incurred.  . 

The  Commission  shall  compensate 
participants  only  for  costs  that  it 
determines  are  reasonable.  As 
guidelines  in  these  determinations,  the 
Commission  shall  consider  market  rates 
and  rates  normally  paid  by  the 
Commission  for  camparable  goods  and 
services,  as  appropriate. 

Except  for  the  provision  of  expenses 
such  as  airline,  train,  or  bus  tickets  for 
authorized  travel,  compensation  is 
usually  reimbimsed  to  participants  a^d 
not  paid  in  advance.  However,  the 
Commission  may  make  any  contribution 
in  advance  upon  specific  request,  and 
the  contribution  may  be  made  without 
regard  to  31  U.S.C.  529,  which  prohibits 
advance  payments  in  cases  of  contracts 
for  the  performance  of  services. 

The  items  of  cost  toward  which  the 
Commission  will  not  contribute  include: 

(1)  Costs  for  the  acquisition  of  any 
interest  in  land  or  buildings; 

(2)  Costs  for  the  payment  of  items  in 
excess  of  the  participant's  actual  costs; 
and 

(3)  Costs  determined  not  to  be 
allowable  under  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles  and  practices  or 
Part  1-15,  Federal  Procurement 
Regiulations  (41  CFR  Part  1-15). 

).  Public  Information  of  Chain  Saw 
Safety 

As  noted  above,  the  Conunission 
expects  that  it  will  be  over  a  year  from 
now  before  a  proposed  safety  standard 
for  chain  saw  kickback  can  be 
published.  In  the  meantime,  the 
Commission  has  considered  how  it 
could  best  give  information  to 
consumers  concerning  available  chain 
saw  features  that  could  reduce  the 
hazard  of  kickback.  The  Commission’s 
staff  has  developed  the  following 
statement  that  could  be  used  in 
Commission  materials  on  chain  saw 
safety  and  in  response  to  consiuner 
inquiries.  Persons  who  wish  to  comment 
on  this  statement  may  do  so  during  the 
30-day  comment  period  provided  in  this 
notice. 


Kickback:  is  the  sudden  movement  of 
the  saw  toward  the  operator  and  is 
usually  caused  when  the  upper  part  of 
the  tip  of  the  guide  bar  touches  wood  or 
some  other  object.  Reduce  the  chance 
that  you  will  suffer  a  serious  kickback 
injury  from  chain  saws.  Before  you  buy, 
rent,  or  borrow  a  saw,  consider  safety 
features  such  as  these: 

Hand  guard:  provides  a  protective 
barrier  between  your  hand  and  the 
moving  chain. 

Nose  guard:  when  in  place,  covers  the 
chain  where  it  passes  around  the  tip  of 
the  guide  bar,  thus  preventing  kickback. 

Low-kick  chain:  reduces  the  energy  of 
the  most  common  type  of  kickback. 

Low-kick  ban  reduces  the  energy  of 
the  most  conunon  type  of  kickback. 

Chain  brake:  can  stop  the  chain  after 
kickback  starts. 

K.  Public  Comment  on  the 

^  Determination  for  the  Commission  To 
Develop  the  Standard 

As  noted  above,  the  Commission  has 
already  received  comment  on  its 
determination  to  develop  the  standard 
itself.  However,  interested  persons  who 
wish  to  submit  additional  coments  on 
this  issue  may  submit  written  comments 
by  June  10, 1981,  to  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission,  Washington,  D.C.  20207 

L.  Contusion 

Therefore,  under  section  7  of  the 
Consumer  Product  Safety  Act,  15  U.S.C. 
2056,  and  after  considering  the  factors 
specifed  in  section  7(b)(2)  of  the  act,  by 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  the  Commission  begins  the 
development  of  a  proposed  consumer 
product  safety  standard  addressing 
chain  saw  ki^back. 

Dated:  May  5, 1981. 

Sadye  E.  Dunn, 

Secretary,  Consumer  Product  Safety 
Commission. 

(FR  Doc.  n-14137  Filed  S-B-Bl;  8:45  am] 
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AGENCY  PUBLICATION  ON  ASSIGNED  DAYS  OF  THE  WEEK 

The  following  agencies  have  agreed  to  publish  all 
documents  on  two  assigned  days  of  the  week 
(MorKfay/Thursday  or  Tuesday/Friday). 

This  is  a  voluntary  program.  (See  OFR  NOTICE 

41  FR  32914,  August  6.  1976.) 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wtdntttfay 

Tlanday 

Friday 

DOT/SECRETARY 

USDA/ASCS 

DOT/SECRETARY 

USDA/ASCS 

DOT/COAST  GUARD 

USDA/FNS 

DOT/(X)AST  GUARD 

USDA/FNS 

DOT/FAA 

USDA/FSQS 

DOT/FAA 

USDA/FSQS 

DOT/FHWA 

USDA/REA 

DOT/FHWA 

USDA/REA 

DOT/FRA 

MSPB/OPM 

DOT/FRA 

MSPB/OPM 

DOT/NHTSA 

LABOR 

DOT/NHTSA 

LABOR 

DOT/RSPA 

HHS/FDA 

DOT/RSPA 

HHS/FDA 

DOT/SLSDC 

DOT/SLSDC 

DOT/UMTA 

DOT/UMTA 

CSA 

CSA 

Documents  normally  scheduled  for  publication  on  a  day  that 
will  be  a  Federal  holiday  will  be  published  the  next  w(^ 
day  following  the  holiday. 

Comments  on  this  program  are  still  invited. 

Comments  should  be  submitted  to  the 


List  of  Public  Laws 

Note:  No  public  bills  which  have  become  law  were  received  by  the 
Office  of  the  Federal  Register  for  inclusion  in  today's  list  of  Public 
Laws. 

Last  listing  April  17, 1980 


Day-of-the-Week  Program  Coordinator, 
Of^  of  the  Federal  Register, 

National  Archives  and  Records  Service, 
General  Services  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C.  20408. 


THE  FEDERAL  REGISTER:  WHAT  IT  IS 
AND  HOW  TO  USE  IT 

FOR:  Any  person  who  uses  the  Federal  Register  and 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

WHO:  The  Office  of  the  Federal  Register. 

WHAT:  Free  public  briefings  (approximately  hours) 
to  present: 

1.  The  regulatory  process,  with  a  focus  on  the 
Federal  Register  system  and  the  public's  role 
in  the  development  of  regulations. 

2.  The  relationship  between  the  Federal  Register 
and  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations. 

3.  The  important  elements  of  typical  Federal 
Register  documents. 

4.  An  introduction  to  the  finding  aids  of  the 
FR/CFR  system. 

WHY:  To  provide  the  public  with  access  to 

information  necessary  to  research  Federal 
agency  regulations  which  directly  affect 
them,  as  part  of  the  General  Services 
Administration's  efforts  to  encourage  public 
participation  in  Government  actions.  'Hiere 
will  be  no  discussion  of  specific  agency 
regulations. 

WHEN:  May  15  and  June  12, 1961,  at  9  a.m. 

(identical  sessions). 

WHERE:  Office  of  the  Federal  Register,  Room  9409, 

1100  L  Street  NW.,  Washington,  D.C. 
RESERVATIONS:  Call  King  Banks,  Workshop 
Coordinator,  202-523-5235. 


Advance  Orders  are  now  Being 
Accepted  for  Delivery  in  About 
6  Weeks 


Quantity  Volume 


Code  of 
Federal 
Regulations 

Revised  as  of  December  1, 1980 


Price 


Amount 


Title  49— Transportation  $8.00  $ 

(Parts  100  to  177) 


A  Cumulative  checklist  of  CFR  issuances  for  19B0  appears  in  the  back  of  the  first  issue  of  the  Federal  Register 
each  month  in  the  Reader  Aids  section.  In  addition,  a  checklist  of  current  CFR  volumes,  comprising  a  complete 

CFR  set,  appears  each  month  in  the  LSA  (List  of  CFR  Sections  Affected).  Please  do  not  detach 


Order  Form  Mali  to:  Superintendent  of  Documents,  U.S.  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402 


Enclosed  find  $ _ Make  check  or  money  order  payable 

to  Superintendent  of  Documents.  (Please  do  not  send  cash  or 
stamps).  Include  an  additional  25%  for  foreign  mailing. 

Charge  to  my  DaposH  Account  No. 

1 1  1  M  11  i-n 

Order  No _ 


Credit  Card  OfXlers  Only 


Total  charges  $ _ Fill  in  the  boxes  below. 


Credit 
Card  No. 


Expiration  Date 
Month/Year 


Please  send  me  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  publications  1  have 
selected  above. 

Name— First,  Last 

i  M  1  1  1  1  1  M  1  M  M  1  M  1  1  1  1  1  M  II  1 

u 

Street  address 

LI  M  M  1  1  M  M  1  1  M  M  M  I  1  M  M  1  1 

u 

company  name  or  additional  address  line 

L  1  1  1  M  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  M  1  1  1  M  M  M  ) 

u 

City  State  ZIP  Code 

U  1  1  1  M  M  1  M  1  1  1  1  1  M  M  M  M  1  M 

LJ 

(or  Country) 

L.I  M  M  M  1  1  1  M  1  M  1  1  M  M  1  1  1  1  M 

LJ 

PLEASE  PRINT  OR  TYPE 

For  Office  Use  Only. 

Quantity  Charges 


Enclosed 

To  be  mailed 

Subscriptions 

Postage 

Foreign  handling 

MMOB 

OPNR 

UPNS 

Discount 

Refund 

V- 


I 


s 


